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II destroyed large parts of the built environment and 
was coupled with the psychological scars of being 
home to the political will of the world’s most infamous 
dictator and all his abuses. This era was followed by 
decades of literal separation with the construction of 
the Berlin Wall that split the city in half and served as 
a pawn in the Cold War between the USSR and the 
USA. When reunification finally came, there was a 
five-year burst of euphoria, then a period of similar 
length of disenchantment leading into the current 
period of stagnation (Peters). While not technically 
a shrinking city in the vein of American cities like 
Detroit or Philadelphia, Berlin experienced its boon 
in both construction and inhabitants in the 1920s 
(Bodenschatz) and never recovered the population it 
lost in WWII. This led to a less populous city today than 
a century ago. In light of this history, it is no wonder 
that “Germans do not dream of a different future, 
but of a different past” (Oswalt 56). “Burdened by the 
weight of history and in constant search of identity, 
there is no other city other than Berlin manifesting 
the instabilities of ideology in such a dramatic way” 
(Cupers). While much has been written about the 
implications of memory and the weight of history in 
the process of rebuilding Berlin (i.e. Ladd, Marcuse), 
a smaller subsect of the literature has focused on the 
actual built environment created by this history – 
namely, the vast amount of vacant space. 
 The reasons for vacant space within the city 
are numerous. With the city’s rapid industrialization 
in the early 1900’s came a profusion of public space 
associated with poverty and social decay (Braun). As 
mentioned, bomb damage in WWII only exacerbated 
matters. With the two separate cities during the Wall 
years came two separate planning outlooks. While the 
West was generally densely developed as one would 
expect within walled confines, the East consisted 
of large open spaces and neglect of its outlying 
city districts. Along both sides of the wall, East and 
West neglected large open areas (Schwedler). In the 
midst of this, vacant space was sometimes created 
deliberately as a part of modernist models “applied in 
parts of East and West Berlin between the 1950s and 
1970s that privileged large open spaces between 
buildings” (Colomb 133). GUST is particularly critical 
of this approach writing that “by declaring buildings 
to be autonomous objects, modernist planners 
created desolate fields of nonurban space that made 
brutal cuts through neighborhoods and radically 
isolated people. The ensuing wastelands, wholly 
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Introduction
 In the past five years, I have lived in four of the 
Western world’s major cities: Los Angeles, London, 
New York City, and Paris.  While the former may be 
more of an outlier than the three latter, these cities 
have formed my idea of the urban form.  The city of 
Berlin takes on a different shape, in large part due to 
the ubiquity of the void.  The literature is relentless in 
its desire to present Berlin as unique: “The city is not 
beautiful, but presents itself as more of a challenge. 
It pushes its visitors to explore it and ever again 
confronts them with new and different perspectives, 
always postponing the moment where one gets a 
grip of it. Berlin is clumsily unfinished. Its appearances 
do not reveal its different meanings” (Cuplers 58). It 
stands in defiance of the other Western cities “with 
their respectable centres” (Firebrace). My own notes 
from my visits read similarly, “the number of vacant 
lots is insane… the nothingness of parts of the 
waterfront… ridiculously wide streets.”   Yet in these 
same neighborhoods, there exists unique, strange, 
and fleeting occupiers of these spaces in the form of 
such oddities like circus schools, pirate beach bars, 
or sunflower mazes.  Side by side with these uses are 
massive arenas and corporate headquarters.  While 
this research began as an exploration of the 
phenomena of vacant space, the context and facts 
the areas of study presented to me transformed 
the research into an understanding of the entire 
process of development beginning with the 
plethora of vacant space in the city through the 
unusual uses that are now synonymous with 
Berlin’s identity and culminating in the new large-
scale constructions.
 A large part of the discourse thus far has 
focused on simply defining vacant spaces and 
putting forward terms to use in classifying them (i.e. 
GUST, Jansen, Doron, Sheridan, de Sola-Morales). 
A frequent thread through the literature is not just 
the lack of physical structure or use of the space, but 
the idea of a lack of control and resultant freedom 
of opportunity.  Sheridan proposes a definition of 
what he calls ‘indeterminate spaces’ as “any area, 
space, or building where the city’s normal forces of 
control have not shaped how we perceive, use, and 
occupy them” (98).  These are areas where uses by 
those on the margins can occur that are difficult to 
make happen elsewhere.  Others have conducted 
case studies of the use of vacant space in the United 
States (Bowman and Pagano) or as national policies 
(Wood).  Many have looked at the propensity of 
temporary uses in vacant spaces.  The barriers of 
entry are low in these spaces of innovation where 
new ideas can be tested at low costs with relative 
ease of reversal (Frisk).
 Gaps in the literature are an understanding 
not just of what a vacant space is and what term 
should be given to it, but in an understanding of 
its use and its process of redevelopment.  A nice 
start has been undertaken in exploring the process 
of temporary uses that often coincide with vacant 
spaces (SenStadt, SUC); however, my research aims 
to take this further by considering both spaces that 
are not developed and the transition from temporary 
uses to more permanent uses as part of the larger 
development cycle.   To aid with this understanding 
of the development cycle, predictions of various 
models like Ernest Burgess’ concentric circles or J.R. 
Whitehand’s innovation/building cycle model with 
internal change are applied to these neighborhoods 
as potential conceptual frameworks. 
 The intent of this study is to understand 
the nature, promotion, support, and shedding of 
vacant space and temporary use in cities as part 
of a larger development cycle through the case 
study of Berlin’s neighborhoods of Friedrichshain 
and Kreuzberg, as well as utilizing the lens of 
both Whitehand and Burgess’ spatial models of 
development cycles.   Vacant and marginal spaces 
will be generally defined as either sites that contain 
no built structures, but are not being used as formal 
parks or sites with built structures that are not being 
utilized by the owner of the site either through 
owner habitation or owner leasing to others who are 
inhabiting. While the research remains a case study 
for how a particular neighborhood handled the 
dismantling of a wall or large piece of infrastructure, 
it also points to the need for the Berlin government 
to balance the desire to gain revenue from more 
permanent uses with the positive effects for the built 
environment and people that the vacant spaces and 
temporary uses are providing.
Historical Context
 While this research focuses on the side of 
the cycle from vacant to built as opposed to built 
to vacant, it is first important to understand some 
context of the city’s development that resulted in the 
City’s initial proliferation of vacant space.  Berlin is a 
city with a complex narrative: bombing in World War 
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Abstract
 Due to its complex history, Berlin is 
prone to a large amount of vacant space 
particularly in comparison to other European 
cities.  This thesis sought to understand the 
nature, promotion, support, and shedding 
of vacant and temporary use  in cities as 
part of a larger development cycle through 
the case study of Berlin’s neighborhoods 
of Friedrichshain and Kreuzberg.   A review 
of plans, interviews, site visits, and the 
updating of the city’s database on vacant 
space contributed to a better understanding 
of the process at play.  These sites were then 
analyzed through the development cycles 
of J.R. Whitehand and Ernest Burgess to see 
if the process of construction and change 
in the city of Berlin could be explained by 
these models.
Literature Review
 Much of the discourse on vacant space so far 
(in Berlin and elsewhere) has focused on defining 
the term either through the use of the word “vacant” 
or by putting forward new terminology for the 
phenomenon. Before throwing a name on the space, 
the first challenge is determining what spaces we 
are talking about and what spaces we are not. Braun 
broadens the definition to include simply open 
spaces such as parks. Bowman includes brown fields. 
Others make differentiations between publicly or 
privately owned lots.
 Vacant space does not necessarily have 
to mean space devoid of any built structure, but 
Bowman points out that it is important to realize 
that vacant land and abandoned structures “reflect 
different situations” (19) and must be treated as such. 
Bernardo Secchi also points to two different types of 
urban void. Other types of voids result from postwar 
era sprawl producing circumstances where objects 
simply exist next to each other with no connection. 
Here the way the users interact in these spaces 
becomes more crucial to the definition then the 
physicality of the lot itself as “the space in-between 
things between objects and subjects, between my 
house and my neighbor’s, between their office and 
mine, is traversed by many strangers, and is not a 
meeting place; it has become empty because it plays 
no recognizable role.” (Borret 238).
 Terms for these areas vary widely.  Frequently 
used words include wastelands, derelict areas, no 
man’s land, dead zones, urban voids, residuum, spatial 
obsolescence, margins, spaces of uncertainty, or 
interstital spaces.  These spaces have the opportunity 
to be unique, strange, or different breaking free of 
the “measured, precise, knowable, exchangeable, 
and repetitive” (Jansen 51). GUST points to the spaces 
as being indicative of “radical fragmentation of the 
landscape” (38) and the “process of dilution” (39).   A 
frequent thread through the literature is not just the 
lack of physical structure or use of the space, but the 
idea of a lack of control and resultant freedom of 
opportunity.  Sheridan proposes a definition of what 
he calls ‘indeterminate spaces’ as “any area, space, 
or building where the city’s normal forces of control 
have not shaped how we perceive, use, and occupy 
them” (98).  In terms of Berlin specifically, Braun refers 
to them as “ubiquitous, post-Wall wastelands”.
 Of particular note is de Sola-Morales’ term 
‘terrain vague’.  In a detailed exploration of the 
etymology of the word vague, he compares the idea 
of vague as movement, oscillation, instability, or 
fluctuation versus empty, unoccupied, free, available, 
or unengaged versus indeterminate, imprecise, 
blurred, or uncertain before concluding that the 
void is “then, as absence, and yet also as promise, as 
encounter, as the space of the possible, expectation”. 
Thus, there are “obsolete places in which only a few 
residual values seem to manage to survive, despite 
their total disaffection from the activity of the city 
[where]… the city is no longer”.  Furthermore, this 
lack of control stems from the fact that they are 
margins that have been forgotten. 
 Doron takes a critical look at the use of all of 
these definitions in his piece.  However, instead of 
worrying about whether it is really necessary and 
crucial to have 12 different names for basically the 
same phenomenon, Doron worries that “there has 
been little genuine examination of these places; the 
consequence of labeling these places with the terms 
above are usually concealed; and what is basic to 
any objective research, and the practice of planning 
still claims to be such, is the question of whether the 
terms ‘dead zone’, ‘wasteland’, ‘void’, etc. adequately 
describe these places, which has never been raised” 
(247).   Thus, he is looking less at the term used and 
more so at the space the term is describing. 
 The takeaway for this research from this 
discussion of various definitions of vacant space 
is the overriding idea that these are spaces of 
importance for members of the margins of society 
to exist without a feeling of authority or a lack of 
control.  While a city could not exist if all of its space 
was maintained as vacant, there is an understanding 
from this section of the literature that there is a 
need to preserve some elements of vacant space 
specifically for these activities that are not capable 
of existing elsewhere.  There is a uniqueness and a 
specialness to them that should not be forgotten in 
the move towards development and infill.
 A further problem is not just how scholars and 
academics perceive vacant space, but the viewpoint 
with which a municipality looks at the subject.  Is it a 
positive or a negative circumstance for governments 
and for how governments are perceived?  Bowman 
feels that it should be viewed as both a problem 
and a resource.  Sheridan addresses this question 
through a consideration of the different ways that 
construction sites and ruins are viewed: one is 
“the building that is coming” and  the other is “the 
building that is disappearing” (98).  One is a sign of 
growth, while one is a sign of stagnation or distress.
In previous times in Berlin, “ the existence of 
these vacant spaces ha[d] never been officially 
acknowledged.  On the city map they were covered 
over with fictitious streets, reflecting of the shame 
that Berlin is not like other cities with their respectable 
centres” (Firebrace).  As stated previously, Berlin is 
quite different than its London or Paris counterparts 
in terms of city layout.  Today though, official literature 
released by the Berlin Senate Department for Urban 
Development in both English and German takes 
a much more positive viewpoint stating, “Vacant 
sites and disused premises are not a constraint, but 
a prerequisite of restructuring.  They are the spaces 
of the future: a training ground and experimental 
zone for the future city.  They are a part of this city’s 
wealth” (SUC 18).
 Cupers, like Bowman, takes a more middle 
ground approach calling spaces of uncertainty (his 
term) “both a relief and a promise.  While breathing 
our external desire for a human homecoming in 
inhumane territory, it is as undefined as we are.… 
The margins are ugly and beautiful.  They laugh and 
they cry.… They stabilize, and still, exist through 
instability.  They catch our dreams, and still, they 
are sleeping themselves.  They give birth and they 
kill at the same time.  The margins are we.” (152).  It 
seems most appropriate to take this more moderate 
standpoint, as cop-out as that is, and accept both the 
challenges and opportunities that come from these 
spaces when they are effectively utilized (although 
effectively utilized creates a whole other problem in 
it of itself in defining).
 Besides just fun looks at terminology and 
word-smithing, more concrete case studies on vacant 
space, their development, and their causes have been 
previously conducted.  One such previous case study 
was Barry Wood’s look at four European countries’ 
approaches in 1998.  This study, conducted nearly 
two decades ago, differs most notably from this 
paper’s research by considering a nation’s approach 
as opposed to a municipality’s.  Wood concludes 
that “the causes of vacant land are clearly seen to 
be changing, and most importantly not declining.” 
Furthermore, he is confident in the necessity of 
public finance stating that success can only be 
achieved if strong planning is coupled with public 
finance.  While Berlin’s numerous cases of ambitious 
private entrepreneurs may prove as a counterpoint, 
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tailored to the car, lacked all form of human scale 
and any of this sense of shelter and coziness that are 
generally deemed to be characteristic of premodern 
public space in Europe” (41). 
 After the wall came down, many unwanted 
buildings and monuments were dismantled in the 
subsequent rapid deindustrialization, but were not 
as rapidly replaced during the stagnation period 
(Colomb 133). Additionally, when land in former 
East Berlin reverted back to private, there were a lot 
of cases of indeterminate ownership, half of which 
could be attributed to Jewish people who had fled 
the city or were killed in WWII (Sheridan). 
 Today, federal law forces developers to 
offset land development by investing in equivalent 
amount of open space - adding more voids, for better 
or worse, to the cityscape (Braun). The 16 German 
states have a regional development plan that draws 
a line between densely populated areas and open 
space setting aside areas for blankness of the built 
environment (Cable). 
 “All of these specific factors explain why Berlin 
has a significantly larger stock of empty, disused, 
or vacant sites than other European nations or 
large cities, for example, London or Paris” (Colombs 
133). “Its built environment has had to cope with 
these political, economical, and military forces 
throughout history. The natural resilience of its built 
environment – the typical sloth of architecture – has 
been pushed to the limit, both by the intensity of its 
historical waves and by the devastating energy of 
its rulers” (Cupers 57). Yet, rather than being crushed 
by this immense challenge, Berliners have instead 
embraced the flexibility, freedom, and lack of control 
of these spaces. In a lot of instances, Berliners have 
even preferred these areas. Berlin artist Horst Einhoff 
states, “We don’t want a city park with city park rules. 
There’s always these kind of grey zones for these 
transition spaces which are interesting. What we all 
appreciate about these spaces is openness” (Braun). 
These vacant spaces have become a part of Berlin’s 
identity. In a manifestation of this pride, whereas 
other cities might still see ‘unfinished’ as a shame, 
Berlin has learned to wear it as a badge of honor. 
 It is through these spaces that are left 
incomplete or empty that Gary McDonough states, 
“one learns about a city, its cultures, and its values” 
(Bowman 24). Berlin shows its identity not in the 
built architecture, but the untouched spaces next to 
it (Cupers 99).
 Various institutions have put forth strategies 
for the successful development of temporary 
spaces.  Two are of note to this project – the Berlin 
government’s own Urban Pioneers and Studio for 
Urban Catalyst’s (SUC) case studies of 5 European 
metropolises.  
 Urban Pioneers serves as almost a 
propaganda piece by the Berlin government hailing 
the benefits of temporary uses and encouraging 
their continuation.  It takes an incredibly positive 
viewpoint on their use in a city’s structure stating, 
“The huge chance for urban development currently 
lies in such vacant spaces becoming a living part of 
the constantly changing city” (18).  In addition to a 
wealth of case studies of temporary uses in the city, 
the handbook provides a series of ways in which the 
government can be of use in furthering temporary 
uses through financial support (i.e. relinquishment 
of vacant sites by the city free of charge, exemption 
from payment of rates), legal tools (i.e. temporary 
use contracts), building measures (i.e. assuring 
public safety, creating infrastructure), mediation (i.e. 
open forums), and marketing (i.e. the Land Registry: 
LiegenSchaftskataster).  These all sound like great 
ideas, but the guidebook provides little evidence 
of their successes in implementation.  This thesis 
attempts to look critically at the application of these 
tools within particular Berlin neighborhoods.
 The goal of SUC was “models of action and 
strategic planning tools integrating the potentials 
of temporary uses into a long lasting urban 
development and forming a unique archive, which is 
now available to architects, planners, municipalities, 
developers, property owners, and temporary users” 
(2).  The study concluded that temporary users are 
attracted to different sites with different aims.  This 
statement seems fairly obvious, but the study further 
differentiates these sites into the categories retreat, 
niche, and exposure.  Users are often banded in 
networks and use clusters and are banded through 
agents.  They are attracted to temporary uses 
because of their low investment costs and potential 
for experimentation.   They are drawn into the game 
in the roles of reserve/niche (full time occupancy by 
system refugees, dropouts, or migrants), playground/
parallel universe (off-hours occupancy by part time 
activists), and incubator (full or part time occupancy 
by startups or migrants).  Once there, these users 
use the site in a variety of spatial layouts that the 
study further defines with examples.  Finally, SUC 
has a website in place with implementation tools 
such as participatory exhibitions, competition, or 
liability assurances.  The website provides definitions 
and examples of these strategies, but it also lacks a 
detailed analysis of its successes or failures. 
 The work of Urban Catalyst was furthered 
in its recent work, Urban Catalyst: The Power of 
Temporary Use.  Here, the authors see a change in 
the perception of temporary use as formerly such a 
project “would have been seen by the investment 
establishment simply as a hobby for some left-wing, 
socially engaged planners of the leftist-scene… 
Traditionally seen as threatening the interests of 
owners and developers, informal uses are now 
increasingly embraced as valuable indicators for 
potential growth” (Oswalt, Overmeyer & Misselwitz 
5).  The authors are not trying to pose temporary 
uses as a new or novel idea and recognize their long 
history, but instead emphasize the change in focus in 
which “the built environment is no longer the goal, 
but the starting point” (15).
 Both studies addressed the legal complexities 
of these spaces.  Urban Pioneers posits that temporary 
leases and permits can be used as a tool to overcome 
the burden of legal ownership.   As one legal official 
imagines, “One puts temporary uses in at a low rent 
or even solely for rates and utility charges, on the 
assumption that some good will come of it, some 
positive developments.  But I’ve yet to see temporary 
use being consciously employed as a strategy for 
consolidation of this kind.  For the majority of real 
estate companies, that’s still a bit of a pipe dream” 
(148).  Thus, it is still an untested idea.  Meanwhile, 
SUC found “a broad lack in the existence of legal 
regulating” (8) across its five case studies.  However, 
it ultimately concludes that financial matters were 
more of a roadblock than legal obstacles.
 Perhaps the largest void in the discourse is 
a study of the transition between these temporary 
uses and the larger projects they inevitably attract 
as part of the entire development cycle.  As recent 
global economic research like Saskia Sassen’s work 
has shown: “informal and formal economies do not 
only coexist, but depend on each other” (SUC 25). 
This thesis specifically intends to take a closer look at 
the connection between these two uses with an aim 
of also discovering a middle ground.
 Scharenberg and Bader make a stab at this 
issue in their look at the development of Berlin’s 
Media Spree, an urban renewal project along a 
section of the city’s riverfront.  From the authors’ 
viewpoint,  ‘the presence of these subcultural and 
innovative experiences was a central reason why 
the global players moved into the area in the first 
place.  They wanted to harness the spirit and the 
authenticity of the structure and use it as a brand” 
(331).  Scharenberg and Bader launch more into a 
discussion of the project as a model of neo-liberal 
urbanism than this research’s intent of considering 
physical space, but their points about the largely 
real-estate dominated process remain valid.  Of 
further concern in the unwieldy transition between 
temporary uses and subsequent revenue-generators 
is the selling of city-owned property at low rates with 
few strings attached “assuming that the attraction of 
large corporations would bring in jobs and foster a 
trickle-down effect” (329).  The validity of such claims 
remains to be seen and deserves further scrutiny.  
 SUC takes a brief look at the long-term effects 
of temporary uses suggesting that these uses may 
consolidate and transform into more permanent 
uses, move to other locations, bring in additional 
investment, repair a location’s image, redefine the 
culture of a metropolis or incubate new types of 
professions (24-25).  These ideas, while exciting, lack 
detailed analysis or specifics in SUC’s report and also 
deserve further scrutiny.
 Colomb’s work tackles this issue from the 
perspective of concerns over gentrification and 
the exploiting of temporary users in creative city 
marketing.  She discusses the double edged sword 
of the initial pioneers of the space in that “whilest 
it offers more opportunities for funding, audiences, 
and contracts through the flexible integration of 
small businesses into the network of global players, 
it also has a number of perverse effects – pressures 
for commercialization, increasing ‘hype’ surrounding 
the area leading to higher visitors (not always 
wanted), rapidly escalating rents, and pressures 
for redevelopment by real estate developers who 
bought large parts of the site” (141).   The concern 
is that temporary uses are spawned “in the absence 
of other development options” (141), but then either 
taken advantage of or pushed out when they draw 
attention and users to a space.  Colomb expresses 
real fears about authenticity versus staging and the 
potential for rapid gentrification.  Culpers also points 
to Berlin’s problems with perception as there exists 
“two different view of its identity: the controlled 
image of the city translated into built form, and the 
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more large-scale commercial development may be 
more reliant upon public finance.  
 Bowman and Pagano looked at vacant space 
in the United States in research that sought to 
discover how much vacant land exists in U.S. cities, 
what should cities do with it, and what policies are 
in place that affects this land.  Their study is highly 
economically based and focuses largely on what 
the city can do to encourage development in these 
spaces without much consideration on what exactly 
is infilling these spaces.  Their prescription to cities is 
to think of vacant land as an asset, then “take actions 
that will make it so” (189).   Their research found three 
principles that primarily affect a city’s vacant space 
decision: maximizing revenues or minimizing costs, 
simulating natural barriers or protecting property 
values, and achieving the highest and best use (38). 
These principles break down into fiscal, social, and 
development imperatives that the authors discuss 
at length using case studies to support their case. 
Lastly, they conclude “that the use and reuse of 
vacant land are influenced by market forces is a well-
known, accepted fact.  That vacant land is affected by 
the decisions of local governments is not nearly so 
commonly acknowledged” (163).
 Vacant space often goes hand and hand 
with temporary space.   Frisk defines the word 
temporary as what it is not, “non-permanent”, or 
rather “something that has a time restriction” (27). 
However, others refuse to define the word at all as 
projects “vary widely in length, too much for it to 
be a truly useful descriptor” (Killing 5).  Temporary 
projects can last anywhere from a couple minutes to 
a couple years.  
 The connection between vacant space and 
temporary space stems from their combined low 
barriers of entry for a variety of users. “The virtually 
cost-free access to these spaces gives financially 
weak players the opportunity to grow in a protected 
but unsubsidized environment and become active 
participants in the shaping of their city” (SUC Studio 
Urban Catalyst 3).  These are the spaces of innovation 
where new ideas can be tested at low costs with 
relative ease of reversal.  Frisk considers temporary 
uses a form of necessary urban prototyping since “in 
every other profession, products are tested in order 
to learn about their shortcomings before putting 
them on the market.  Urban design needs to be 
tested more out in a 1:1 scale instead of just being 
forced on the users” (32).
planners and architects from the equation (rightfully 
so) has some authors worried.  Urban Pioneers perhaps 
puts it best in its article entitled: Urban Development 
without Urban Planning – A Planner’s Nightmare or 
the Promised Land?  The planning paradigm gets 
even shakier in regards to temporary use: “If the 
period between planning and implementation 
become incalculable, … planning threatens to cave 
in like a house of cards” (SenStadt 103).  Rather than 
abandoning the idea of planning all together, many 
are more rationally suggesting that vacant uses 
provides an opportunity for the planning profession 
to re-evaluate its practices.  The traditional tools of 
European formal planning are zoning and the master 
plan.  These can be slow, require a large amount of 
capital, intolerant to change, and leave unanswered 
the question of how to address what not to develop 
(SUC 16).  A different context requires a different 
tool.  SUC looks not just at the physical, literal aspect 
of vacant space as an opportunity for change, but 
also steps back to consider the causes for the space 
in the first place and the resultant effects.  The group 
posits, “Boom and gentrification can lead to social 
exclusion and an increasingly divided urban society, 
while the failure of market driven development to 
adapt in the context of economic collapse hassled 
to apathy and stagnation.  Both gentrification and 
neglect are symptoms of a crisis, which should be 
considered as an opportunity to critically examine 
and question the existing planning procedures and 
consider alternative models of development” (3).  
 In terms of looking at the utilization of vacant 
space that is a result of dismantling of infrastructure 
or the removal of a physical barrier, there appears 
to be a gap in the literature as well.  These pieces of 
infrastructure function as a hard edge.  The edges 
“are strongest which are not only visually prominent, 
but also continuous in form and impenetrable to 
cross movement” (Lynch 62).  Much has been written 
about the negative social effects that these barriers 
can provide and the need to remove them, but 
little has been written beyond basic informal case 
studies to suggest what to do with these spaces 
or evaluate what has been done.  Wiedenhöfer’s 
Wall on Wall exhibit makes a valid point that “walls 
are not determined by the laws of nature giving us 
no alternatives, but that they are always made by 
human beings, and can also be torn down by people. 
You only need the will.”  However, perhaps it would 
be easier to implement these teardowns if there was 
sufficient evidence in the discourse of effective next 
steps.  This research seeks to provide the answer to 
the question, “what now?” and provide municipalities 
with a toolkit for moving forward.  While Berlin, like 
all cities, is rife with historical specificities, “post-
Wall Berlin illustrates several (partly interrelated) 
processes that are not unique to the city: the transition 
to a united city after a long history of conflict and 
division; the transition to a capital city in a nation 
redefining its national identity; the transition from 
a socialist to a capitalist country; and the transition 
from an industrial to a post-industrial or Post-Fordist 
metropolis” (Colombs 132).  Its trials and tribulations 
with vacant space can hopefully provide a lesson for 
those cities that are also at a moment of transition, as 
well as serving as inspiration to tear down that wall 
or remove a dividing barrier.
Development Cycles Conceptual Framework
 The literature review has primarily focused 
on the definitions, uses, and planner’s role in vacant 
spaces and temporary uses.  Through the research 
though, the two came to be seen as part of a larger 
process that deserved more scrutiny.  The process 
by which untouched land becomes built upon only 
to later fall into disuse and then be transformed 
again is all part of a development cycle.  As a means 
of illuminating how such development cycles of 
building and stagnation can contribute to the overall 
urban form and determining how the area of study’s 
process fit into a framework, an examination of the 
various conceptual frameworks of development 
cycles was undertook based upon J.R. Whitehand’s 
1994 piece, “Development Cycles and Urban 
Landscapes.”   Whitehand discusses the additive 
nature of cities that has resulted in the physical 
growth of Western cities throughout the industrial 
area beginning with the concentric zone model 
framework put forward by Ernest W. Burgess in 1925. 
In this most basic case, a city expands by simply 
adding at its edge.  “Growth is annular. A transect 
from the core to the periphery of such a city is a 
journey through time. Old buildings are succeeded 
outward by younger buildings until the zone of 
current construction at the urban fringe is reached” 
(7).  Burgess built his model from ideas from nature 
and ecological communities in the idea of invasion 
and succession.  The central business district is at the 
center as it is the most economically competitive.  As 
new groups move in, they also compete for space with 
each new successful immigrant group expanding 
outward in an additive nature from the central 
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figure 1. an additive model figure 2. a fringe belt model figure 3. an innovation/building cycle model
source: Whitehand, 1994 source: Whitehand, 1994 source: Whitehand, 1994
city that happens to be there” (77).  
 Another branch of the literature revolves 
around the question of whether these spaces should 
be changed at all or left to their own free will and 
development.  These branch into two subsects.  Some 
works question the role of government officials and 
architects/planners in the development of these 
spaces and feel the role of development should be 
left to the user.  Others point to the spatial value of 
these spaces of pause, regardless if they are planned 
by authorities or left to determination by the user. 
Doron nicely points to the idea of “ellipsis which 
leave intentional gaps in the urban fabric” (260).  
 However, many point to the preposterous 
inability to plan for the unplanned.  Cupers puts 
forward the question, “Is it possible to stress the 
importance of these spaces and activities without 
– at the same time – destroying them and their 
fragile qualities?” (179).  de Sola-Morales plants the 
knife deeper by asking, “How can architecture act in 
the terrain vague without becoming an aggressive 
investment of power and abstract reason?”  In a 
critical tone, he sees the role of the architect in this 
circumstance as 
“inevitably problematic.  It seems that the 
entire density of architecture has always 
been colonization, the imposing of 
limits, order, form, the introduction into 
strange space of the elements of identity 
necessary to make it recognizable, 
identical, universal.  Pertaining to the 
very essence of architecture in its 
condition as instrument of organization, 
of rationalization, of productive 
efficiency capable of transforming the 
uncivilized into the cultivated, the fallow 
into the productive, the void to the built.  
In this way, when architecture and urban 
design project their desire onto a vacant 
space, a terrain vague, it seems that they 
are incapable of doing anything other 
than introducing radical transformations, 
changing estrangement into citizenship 
and striving at all costs to dissolve 
away the uncontaminated magic of the 
obsolete in the realism of efficacy”
In a little less alarmist of a tone, Cupers suggest 
that vacant spaces should be seen “not as places to 
intervene, but rather as places to let go” (160).
 The idea of letting spaces go and removing 
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particular user. (A transcript of the survey questions 
can be found in my eventual appendix to my 
report.)  Finally, comparisons were made between 
temporary, permanent, and still vacant sites and 
applied to a conceptual framework of development 
cycles in order to see if the model’s predictions were 
supported by the case.
Validity Threats 
 One potential shortcoming of this study is my 
own non-fluency in German. While I am in classes to 
learn the language in the fall and spring semesters 
that coincide with this thesis, I am certainly not 
able to fully speak the language. A large number 
of Germans do speak English, but I did not entirely 
rely on this. I used a German translator to translate 
all of my open-ended survey questions into German 
and then sent the questions and prompt out in both 
German and English.
 Another shortcoming of my study is that 
my site visits were in January when the average 
temperature in Berlin is 38 degrees Fahrenheit. I have 
also been to these neighborhoods in August of 2013 
and found the number of people spending time on 
the streets or in open spaces to be significantly less 
than my previous observations.  January might not 
be the ideal time to be doing observation of these 
spaces; however, Berlin does continue to exist in the 
winter. An understanding of the use of these spaces 
in all conditions is important, although I wish it were 
accompanied by year round observations. Alas, the 
funding and scope of this thesis will not allow for 
such research. 
 As this is a case study, I will not be able to 
generalize from my findings to give exact prescriptions 
to other settings or populations, as each situation is 
different. As Barry Wood states in his own case studies 
of vacant space, “Finally the reader of this report 
should note that the successes and failures of policy 
in each country are partly dependent on the context 
in which they operate. For example, the British Urban 
Development Corporations could not be copied by 
other European countries, but they still hold lessons 
for others interested in the reuse of vacant land.” The 
processes in Friedrichshain and Kreuzberg provide 
examples of how two neighborhoods struggled and 
succeeded in the use of vacant space, but context 
and conditions in another neighborhood should be 
deeply analyzed before directly applying the same 
tools. Planning and development should not be a 
the neighborhoods of Friedrichshain and Kreuzberg 
primarily within a half mile radius of the boundary 
between the two. Vacant space will be operationally 
defined as either sites that contain no built structures, 
but are not being used as formal parks or sites with 
built structures that are not being utilized by the 
owner of the site either through owner habitation or 
owner leasing to others who inhabit. These spaces will 
then be looked at in comparison to other temporary 
and permanent uses within the neighborhoods.
 The sites were selected because they have a 
wide variety of development of vacant space that 
will allow more comparisons to be made. The Berlin 
Wall, while a much more complex problem, is similar 
to a dismantling of infrastructure, such as a highway 
being removed between two long segregated 
neighborhoods, and holds ramifications for similar 
dismantlings. Additional background research was 
conducted on the general redevelopment process 
complete with small, brief case studies of the Front de 
Seine in Paris and Carlsbad in Copenhagen to provide 
a source of comparison highlighting the differences 
and similarities of these neighborhoods, as well as 
providing more of a context of the universal themes 
that may be applicable to practitioners looking to 
learn from this thesis’ results. 
 In order to address the research question 
of exploring the process of vacant space and its 
contribution to the development cycle, a variety 
of data was analyzed including land use and 
comprehensive plans involving the study area, as 
well as Berlin’s Land Use Registry and Building-Gap 
management to see how Berlin markets these sites 
with a hope to see whether infilled sites were helped 
by these tools. There was an analysis of the physical 
size of lots and the intentions for these spaces as 
stated in the database. During a site visit in January 
2014, lots within the database in the study area were 
visited and documented.   The idea was to conduct 
open-ended surveys with a variety of players in 
the process – land owners, temporary users, and 
permanent users.  Unfortunately, while forty-five 
surveys were sent out, there were only five responses. 
Of those five responses, four stated that they would 
not like to be involved (these were unanimously 
users affiliated with large corporations).  One survey 
was returned and gave some valuable data on the 
choice behind developing in the area, the usefulness 
of the Building Lot Management database, and the 
view of the neighborhood moving forward of one 
also be constantly subject to internal change so that 
within each initial zone, the cycle of development 
may repeat itself.  This results in voids and new 
construction within the core and older buildings 
surviving in the outer concentric circles.  As opposed 
to new construction merely adding on in an outward 
nature, vacant space may be constructed on or old 
buildings may be replaced with new.
 As the name implies, the development cycle 
is truly cyclical in nature so that nothing new is 
truly new without being a carbon copy of history 
simply repeating itself.  “Replacement buildings are 
being constructed cheek-by-jowl with old buildings. 
But the new forms being created within existing 
urban areas are far from being replications of those 
created in the nineteenth century” (14).  Instead, 
they are constrained and shaped by the first cycle of 
development and so on and so on.  “This does not 
mean that the urban landscape should be carefully 
preserved like an object ¬¬in a museum or an 
art gallery. Except in special cases, preservation is 
neither practicable nor desirable. Each generation 
has its own needs. The question is how to serve those 
needs and allow future generations to reap the rich 
harvest handed down to them.”  (16)
 While Whitehand primarily discusses the 
shaping of the city as a whole or the process of a 
development cycle occurring within concentric rings, 
he also brings in a example of this entire process taking 
place within the confines of a small institutional area. 
It is through this frame of development that the area 
of study will be later analyzed.
Methodology
 Sites of study will be specifically defined as 




business district at the core.  The additive model 
predicts an older core at the center with new growth 
expanding outward so that each subsequent ring 
consists of newer development.  This simplification, 
of course, ignores any redevelopment of stock in the 
central core through improvements or increases in 
density.  Whitehand argues that “the physical growth 
of cities is not the smooth, continuous process that 
this simple model supposes” (7) and points to its 
continued presence in urban geography textbooks 
as a result of its simplicity and ease of understanding. 
However, “it has long ceased to have currency among 
urban geography researchers” (3).
 Thus, Whitehand moves on to a higher level 
in complexity with the fringe-belt model.  The 
“detailed configuration of fringe belts depends on 
local circumstances, such as topography, the nature 
of landownership and the types of urban land-use 
that are the first to locate in an area” (10).  These areas 
are marked by a construction slump at the time that 
a city moved outward resulting in more vacant areas 
and lower densities.  As building starts to boom 
again in this model, the prediction is that the city 
continues its additive growth outward leaving these 
pockets of voids.  This model still predicts though 
that growth and construction simply moves outward 
without taking into account the concept of internal 
change.
 In moving towards the final level of 
complexity, the city does not just continue to 
expand outward, but also redevelops its core from 
within in the innovation-building cycle model that 
Whitehand finally supports.  This model predicts that 
nothing is static as “physical forms in the landscape, 
such as buildings and streets, may have long lives, 
but they are subject to changes during the course of 
their lives” (12).  Fringe belts with their previous low 
investment can become actively developed.  This 
internal change also applies to the core of the city as 
“even before each zone was complete it was already 
changing, and inner zones have undergone the 
most change. Indeed, although street patterns have 
enormous longevity by the standards of the human 
life span, even so parts of the inner areas of cities 
have already changed almost beyond recognition. 
To be realistic, any account of urban development 
must incorporate this change” (13).  If the model 
holds true then, a city will not just expand outward 
in an additive nature with pockets of voids as the 
building and construction market lags, but instead 
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While not specifically advocating for its removal, it 
does mention it in a negative way that is atypical 
from the standard look at the gallery as both an 
important soundingboard for artists on thoughts on 
the wall and other political moments as well as a top 
attraction for bringing tourists into the area.
 Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg 2001 Plan lists ten 
main guidelines and development goals for the 
vision of the neighborhood.  The first, and over-
arching, goal is to develop the key potential sites 
of the Spree area.  Of note is the inclusion of the 
former Wrienzener Station, today a converted park 
via a heavily participatory process, and RAW-Tempel, 
a conversion of former rail space into an innovative 
creative center.  A further discussion of RAW can be 
found in the temporary use section of this thesis. 
Importantly, within these vacant areas, the plan 
sees the opportunity to create a new identity.  The 
plan would also like to see a redefinition of the river 
as a public space in response to the decades of 
orientation away from this resource.  Additionally, 
there is a desire to bring in innovative enterprises 
with a focus on multimedia or design and a deliberate 
seeking out of the creative class.  Other goals include 
removing barriers, linking public spaces, promoting 
mixed-use, green networking, appreciation of the 
station environments, strengthening of the urban 
spatial order, and development of planning and 
development management (24-25).  Again, the 
city of Berlin is adding temporary use as a stage of 
Whitehand’s development model.
 Within the Warschauer Straβe area 
of Friedrichshain, a redevelopment area was 
established from 1994 until April of 2011 (“Rund um 
die Warschauer Straβe”, 2012).  Friedrichshain was 
a prototype of tenement city Berlin.  Development 
in the area did not occur until 1890, prior to that it 
was largely arable, pasture and garden land outside 
the developed city of Berlin.  “It was still strongly 
influenced by its marginal position in GDR times, a 
neglected for decades renovation of old buildings 
and ‘a high vacancy rate’” (4).  “In the period of 
reconstruction, it has become a sought-after inner 
city residential neighborhood and an attraction 
point for tourists.  The housing stock as well as the 
equipment of the area with schools, day care centers, 
and public open spaces improved significantly.  In 
particular, younger people appreciate the urban flair 
of the early days district with its many entertainment 
options and shops.  But the downside of this 
urban fabric.  Urban brownfields are especially seen 
as reflecting negatively on the city and its outward 
representation.  The plan is not released in English 
like Urban Pioneers is and the translations are my 
own, but it is interesting to see how vacant spaces 
are spoken of in German planning documents 
as opposed to in, translated publications more 
so intended for laypeople.  The plan does speak 
positively about temporary uses, or what it deems 
“creative use of gaps” (18).  It discusses the need to 
reactivate vacant lots, areas formerly occupied by the 
wall, and sites of no-longer used infrastructure and 
mentions examples of sunflower mazes on former 
railroad tracks and skateparks in old industrial areas. 
The plan recognizes that temporary uses are not just 
an indicator of economic change, but can also be 
the instigator of development and transformation. 
Temporary use is seen as a way to grow the image 
of Berlin as a young, colorful, and innovative city 
and also to attract tourists.  The City also sees 
temporary uses as appropriate for when there is 
not yet an answer for the long-term development 
of an answer.  In this way, temporary uses are truly 
temporary – placeholders until a solution is found. 
Adding temporary use to the cycle is a new pathway 
from the internal change of vacant to construction 
or old building replaced with new that Whitehand 
describes in his model.
 Since the area was a border area, the problem 
is not just that there was not development in the area, 
but also that everything that was developed during 
this period was not oriented towards the border area. 
This is especially upsetting when you consider that 
this means the waterfront was entirely ignored.  Thus 
from the Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg 2001 Plan, you 
get a desire for “rediscovery of the Spree as a unifying 
element” (5).  It seems that every city is pouring 
money and effort into its waterfront development of 
late, and Berlin is no different.  However, the city has 
even more of a challenge in that it has to contend 
not just with the sort of access problems that stem 
from historical river-based industry blocking the 
water, but also a waterfront that for decades no one 
was allowed to be near.  There also exists within the 
plan a belief that the Spree was a priority space for 
apartment development. In addition, the East Side 
Gallery, the longest remaining section of the wall 
that has been converted into a series of murals to 
form an art gallery, is a great means of remembrance 
but actually blocks the residents from the water. 
idea of development cycles came a desire to see if 
these spaces were merely emerging as a part of the 
building industry or if the government was looking 
to either specifically maintain, promote, or conserve 
these spaces.  From my literature review, it was clear 
that vacant and temporary uses are of importance to 
many in the city, particularly those of lower income 
or those that are considered to be in the margins.  I 
sought to determine how Berlin viewed these spaces 
within its larger trajectory or if it was content to 
merely let the development cycle and the market 
carry out its trajectory.
 Within Berlin’s Urban Development Concept 
2030 there is a focus on an influx of residents and 
a need to house these new people.  In the time 
between Berlin hitting its lowest population figures 
in the year 2000 and present day, Berlin has gained 
around 120,000 residents, with an influx of 100,000 
in the past three years alone.  A large proportion of 
these migrants are young adults, slowing Berlin’s 
demographic change.  However, Berlin is getting 
older overall and the city’s average age is rising. 
With this population increase and ageing populace 
comes a demand for increased housing units.  The 
neighborhoods of Friedrichshain and Kreuzberg have 
the highest concentration of new units, mostly in the 
form of multi-story residential buildings. Economics 
still plays a huge role in the development of Berlin. 
The 2030 plan states that “the most significant 
limiting factor for Berlin is its financial state.” The 
problem with cities with limited finances is that they 
can become hungry for any and all development 
and do not preserve the more unique, lower rent 
collecting uses that may be initially providing this 
new influx.   There becomes a need to balance the 
tension between the important goal of housing new 
people with the desire to keep these places of pause 
as well as cool temporary uses. 
 Most of the area of study is zoned high density 
residential with some pockets of commercial overlay 
along major thoroughfares.  With every revised 
publication of the Land Use Plan, a Progress report 
on Land Use Planning (“Berlin Land Use Plan”, 2009) 
is prepared about every four years. One section of 
the most recent edition is of particular relevance to 
this research: Strategies for Space-related Temporary 
Uses.  In stark contrast to the statement’s released by 
the City in Urban Pioneers where vacant spaces are 
seen as a part of the city’s wealth, the strategy here 
refers to vacant lots negatively and as a stain on the 
cookie cutter process.
Findings
 This thesis aims to understand a particular 
process: the development or lack thereof of vacant 
space within the context of a larger development 
cycle of the urban form. At the culmination of the 
case study research of a process in a particular 
neighborhood, propositional generalizations will 
be added to the researcher’s own experiences and 
observations to formulate theories and patterns 
at the end of the data collection and analysis.  The 
conceptual framework that was found to most in 
line with the findings was the innovative-building 
cycles model of Whitehand’s development cycles. 
Some updates are proposed to the model to allow 
for temporary use within the cycle and show an 
example of the way the cycle can be shaped and put 
into effect by planners or governmental policies as 
opposed to being solely the result of building and 
construction booms and busts.
 The research looks at two neighborhoods 
primarily within a half mile buffer distance of the 
boundary between the two.  Friedrichshain is former 
East Berlin, whereas Kreuzberg is former West Berlin. 
They were technically joined together in 2001 into 
the borough of Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg. The 
neighborhoods were artificially separated for several 
decades by the Berlin Wall, and remain perpetually 
naturally separated by the Spree River. The East Side 
Gallery, the longest remaining section of the wall 
and now a series of murals, sits on the Friedrichshain 
side. Almost directly parallel to the former wall, 
lies the S-bahn tracks. The wall and its dead zone, 
in combination with a neglected waterfront and 
the elevated rail, have created a vast amount of 
voids in the urban fabric. Some of these lots have 
remained vacant. Occupants of the more recently 
infilled lots range from beach bars and skate parks 
to MTV Central Europe and the O2 sports arena. Both 
neighborhoods have experienced gentrification and 
rising residential rents in the last decade.
Discussion of Plans
 As a means of determining how vacant 
space, temporary use, and the development cycle 
are addressed by planners and the government, 
a series of land use and comprehensive plans 
were looked at.  From the initial exploration of the 
phenomena of vacant space combined with the 
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started moving here” (Turner).  In more recent years 
as this perception of cool intensified, “Many Berliners 
have taken their city’s popularity badly, responding 
to the rush of visitors and residents with confusion, 
frustration, even anger. In some neighborhoods this 
sentiment has led to a wave of touristenhass - “tourist 
hate”” (O’Sullivan).
 Other more well-established cities like 
London or Paris might take a moment to casually 
shrug at its popularity and move on, but, “Not in 
Berlin. The city just isn’t quite large enough, rich 
enough or well-established enough to easily absorb 
the consequences that come with being named 
capital of cool“ (O’Sullivan).  Americans living in 
the city have almost doubled in the past 10 years 
(Turner).  Residents in the East have been migrating 
out for some time entering a “black hole for jobs that 
no number of upbeat articles about Berlin’s new 
breed of tech start-ups can ever camouflage…. Even 
in the mid-1990s it was very common to find people 
from either side of the East/West divide who almost 
never crossed the line of the Wall. Berlin has thus 
spent the past few decades being laboriously glued 
back in shape“ (O’Sullivan).  Residents have begun to 
“see their city being branded as an opportunity for 
everyone but themselves, a city where you can either 
lose yourself – or make it big – against a backdrop 
where locals’ real lives and language remain forever 
in soft focus” (Turner).  Rents are rising in a way that 
Berlin is not used to.  “A better-established city than 
Berlin might take all this upheaval with a shrug, 
sure of its place in the world. But Berlin hasn’t yet 
crystallized in the way London or Paris did years 
ago, and it all feels newer and more uncomfortable 
than it might in those cities” (Turner).  In short, the 
temporary uses and subsequent redevelopment 
that the governments of the neighborhoods have 
pushed for have done their intended jobs, but in a 
way that pushes out and alienates both the original 
residents as well as the early pioneers. 
Three Uses
 Through my explorations of the policy 
documents as well as my own site visits and 
observations of the area of study, I have identified 
three types of uses that predominate the landscape: 
vacant spaces, temporary uses, and permanent 
uses.  I saw each type of space as having unique 
qualities that necessitate specific policies in order to 
address the particular challenges of each.  With the 
These were the ‘problem land,’ which had not been 
developed because of their difficult development or 
other development constraints” (14).   The description 
of these areas as “problem land” reflects a desire to 
rid the neighborhood of these spaces as opposed 
to the previous Urban Pioneers statement of vacant 
land being a vital part of the city’s wealth.   
 The document is incredibly upbeat and 
self-praising with sentiments like: “The commercial 
structure in the area has changed a lot.  The eye 
catching at the turn of the environment vacancy 
rate in the area belongs to the past.  The scene 
developing around Simon-Dach-Straβe and the also 
revived Warsaw Road is now a stable center of the 
local supply” (3).   The development of these areas 
has certainly strengthened the area economically 
and is clearly an example of redevelopment and 
internal change of an inner concentric circle of a 
city, missing from the discussion is any concession 
of negative effects.  As a means of contrast of 
the perspective of the rehabilitation documents, 
a look was taken at recent articles in the media 
expressing the current viewpoint of the changing 
neighborhoods.  These articles also provide a look at 
citizens and media perspective on development and 
their feelings towards whether it is a result simply of 
building booms or is steered by the planning of the 
governmental authority.
 While the upgrading of deteriorated housing 
is an admirable goal as the government seeks to raise 
living conditions, many feel that the government 
has not been as successful in keeping long standing 
residents in place and curbing gentrification as it 
claims in the published documents.  With improving 
living conditions almost always comes with some form 
of gentrification and the “Berlin daily Tagesspiegel 
has also chimed in, wisely wondering whether “a city 
that wants to grow economically can permanently 
preserve the charm of the unfinished and anarchic.”” 
(O’Sullivan).  Berlin has received a reputation as the 
epitome of cool in the past decade and, as mentioned 
previously, Freidrichshain and Kreuzberg have bared 
the brunt of this influx.  The reputation started when 
during the wall years in an effort to encourage people 
to move to West Berlin, those young adults living 
anywhere in West German could become exempt 
from compulsory military service by moving the city. 
This policy attracted a certain type of youth and the 
typically Turkish Kreuzberg  “became a gathering 
point for low-ambition cool kids before expats 
this research, I stayed in an apartment overlooking 
Simon-Dach-Straβe based on its reputation as 
being a fun and hip place to stay.  The demand for 
loft apartments to buy or rent in Friedrichshain is 
also astronomical.  “The income in the area today 
averages 18% over the Berlin average while in 2003, 
that was still 10% lower.  This development is largely 
due to the disproportionate influx of high-income 
households, which are established professionally, 
academically qualified, and have no children” (26).  
 A later document sums up the results of 
the urban renewal. (CITE)  The original goal in the 
early 1990s was to eliminate high vacancies and 
upgrade housing stock.  The government considers 
this a success.  “Since 2002, the renovation activities 
focus on public infrastructure, the upgrade of the 
living environment to strengthen the area as an 
attractive place to live for all population groups and 
life forms” (haha life forms).  The Berlin government 
and the European Union have put 100 million 
Euros of investment into the effort which has 
subsequently triggered private investment.  Another 
redevelopment area was put in place in Kreuzberg 
for thirty years, so this is seen as a short period of 
time for the revitalization effort.
 As part of the rehabilitation area scheme, 
actions by property owners in the rehabilitation 
area were only granted if they were consistent 
with the rehabilitation goals.  Objectives in 1994 
consisted of the allowance of demolition of multi-
story buildings only by an individual case by case 
basis if the existing building was in serious decay.  In 
vacant lots and underutilized land, new construction 
projects were planned in order to again manufacture 
an orderly cityscape.  Other objectives included an 
improvement of ecological conditions, addressing 
the deficit of playgrounds and public open space, 
and an enhancement of streetscapes.  Berlin has 
its own legal version of blight/takings as a means 
to accomplish these goals.  In the future, “the 
district of Friedrichshain-Kreuzberg will monitor 
developments in the area and will consider, now 
without urban renewal, work towards controlling 
with legal planning instruments, the balanced and 
sustainable stable neighborhood structure” (3).
 In yet another telling statement of the 
government’s view of vacant space within its non-
translated planning documents, “Towards the end 
of the restructuring period, the last significant 
residential potentials were developed on empty land. 
successful development is the social displacement 
processes due to rising rents.  They urgently require 
countermeasure policies” (4).  The redevelopment 
area is an example of Berlin specifically trying to 
stimulate urban change, in line with Whitehand’s 
model and in opposition to Burgess’ concentric 
circles model.
 “Renovated facades, hostels, and lofts in 
numerous ancient commercial complexes, the 
redesign of public space and the rehabilitation of 
children and youth institutions changed the city 
scape” (5).  The bulk of the plan revolved around 
renovating and raising the standards of the 
residential units in the area that had experienced 
decline and depilation during the wall years.  The 
social plan procedures for handling displacement 
stem from clauses 180 and 181 in the Baugesetzbuck. 
These guiding principles indicate a strong aim to 
keep residents in place and negotiate rents after 
renovation.   The process is considered a success 
by the city and seen as a motivating factor behind 
choices to develop in the area particularly due to 
the tax support that was given to those developing. 
In one such example given in the document, a site 
is described in which “the current owners acquired 
the predominantly vacant building in 2006 for the 
purchase and renovation of the building as it was 
decisive that they were in the redevelopment area 
and thus provided an opportunity for tax savings in 
acquisition and production costs” (22).
 Simon-Dach-Straβe, a street running North-
South through the rehabilitation zone is often seen as 
the face of the neighborhood’s change and a strong 
example of the internal change model.  “Until the turn, 
Simon-Dach-Straβe was a typical residential street 
in which only few shops, craft shops or restaurants 
were located.  After 1990, the industry structure 
changed completely.  Simon-Dach-Straβe became 
the epitome of the image change of Friedrichshain 
to “the trendy area” (14).
 The trendiness of the area and its lure among 
travelers begs the question: how much tourism can 
a residential district withstand?  Berlin is in third 
place among European destinations (after London 
and Paris) for young tourists.  Friedrichshain and 
Kreuzberg is one of the most popular centers for 
tourists from around the world.  The district has the 
highest growth rates for overnight stays in all of 
Berlin (23).  Admittedly, when I myself stayed in the 
area for two weeks in August 2013 before the start of 
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club that is well known among Berliners and tourists 
alike. 
 The list is a bit outdated.  Some of the lots 
that are listed are now in development (primarily 
as residential units).  Unfortunately, these users did 
not respond to requests to see if the list was actually 
helpful so it is unclear the effect that the tool has 
actually had on development.
 I identified three additional large tracks of 
vacant space that were not on the list (These will also 
be mapped).  
-One is Libauer 13 in Friedreichshain.  
There was the start of construction 
on this site in August on this formerly 
vacant lot.  During my visit in January, 
construction had progressed greatly and 
a construction sign appeared telling of 
an incoming residential development.  
-Another is a large site also in 
Friedrichshain that was fenced off, but 
that people and dogs were entering 
anyway through holes in the fence.  It 
seemed almost like it should have been a 
park, or at least that is how people were 
using it.  
-The last was Prinzessingarten, an 
actual gardening retail outlet and a 
viable business that was closed for the 
winter but will reopen in the spring. I 
was surprised because it is on so large 
of a lot with few built structures that it 
  Essentially the two breakdowns are between 
buildings or no buildings and whether the proposed 
development is currently as of right or necessitates 
approval through the planning process.  Within the 
area of study, there were twenty-eight vacant lots, 
nineteen under-used lots, one vacant potential 
area, and twelve under-used potential areas.  The 
database also proposed potential uses with twenty-
nine recommendations of residential areas of high 
density, twenty-three recommendations of mixed-
use areas, and four recommendations of core areas. 
The average lot size (which can potentially refer to 
several adjacent or connected lots) is 2,424 square 
meters with a median lot size of 870 square meters. 
The average total size (each individual lot) is 1,372 
square meters with a median total size of 747 square 
meters.  Size varied slightly from neighborhood 
to neighborhood with Mitte having the largest 
average and median lot size and total size, followed 
by Friedrichshain and then Kreuzberg in terms of lot 
size and Kreuzberg and then Friedrichshain in terms 
of total size.
 While the building lot management identified 
these spaces as “vacant” or prime for development, in 
some cases that did not seem to be the case.  In one 
of the weirder situations, a residential building’s front 
yard was deemed as “vacant” and I was confused as 
to how this space could even possibly be developed 
unless the residential area was taken as well.  Several 
car dealerships were included within the list as well as 
a design firm that specializes in fabrication.  Included 
in Mitte was the site of LichtPark – a beach bar and 
link to building advice and surveying authority.”
 With this information in mind, I sought 
to compare what the Berlin government stated 
was happening on these vacant lots with my own 
observations of the spaces.  I also sought to discover 
if any lots that I deemed vacant or underutilized were 
not included within the database and seek an answer 
as to why.  Since two large sections of lots were 
directly on the border of Kreuzberg and Mitte and I 
saw no discernible difference between lots within a 
block of the boundary in each direction, I chose to 
also include these lots.  Overall, there were 56 lots 
that were looked at.  Within the neighborhoods 
the vacant spaces vary from one small lot to a large 
grouping of lots that create a large swath of space. 
Although really only encompassing two areas, the 
way in which the lots and ownership are broken up 
means that Mitte has 30 lots while Kreuzberg has 
10 and Friedrichshain has 16.  Some of the lots that 
I found through my wanderings in the area were 
on the Building Lots Management and some of 
them were not.  Since I was there in Winter, it was 
hard to get a true idea of what the people in these 
spaces were doing.  In a lot of instances, these lots 
were blocked off with fences.  This did not seem 
to prevent people from being in the lots in some 
cases.  Overwhelmingly, if you existed in a vacant 
lot, you were there with a dog.  This observation is a 
little surprising giving the vast amount of dedicated 
traditional parks as well as one large dedicated off-
your-leash dog park within the area of study.
 The database breaks the lots up into four 
categories: 
-vacant lot (No building currently on 
site; identical with land register plot or 
sub-plot)
-under-used  lot (Additional construction 
possible; identical with land register plot 
or sub-plot)
-vacant potential area (Areas with no 
construction, consisting of several land 
register plots or sub-plots; building only 
possible as part of an overall proposal), 
-under-used potential area (Area on 
which additional construction is possible, 
consisting of several land register plots 
and sub-plots; building only possible as 
part of an overall proposal).
development cycle in mind, each use was looked 
at for its own characteristics as well as how it has 
fared in the transition from vacant to temporary to 
permanent.   
Vacant Space
 As indicated in the literature view, vacant 
spaces are not just a prevalent part of the Berlin 
cityscape as a result of its history, but also play an 
important role in the shaping the landscape as places 
of pause and areas where those in the margins may 
feel free to exist and partake in new activities that 
could not occur in more established areas.  Vacant 
spaces also serve as an important part of Whitehand’s 
development cycle in that these voids within the 
core of a city may provide economically feasible 
opportunities for internal change. 
 One such instrument for the development 
of vacant space in Berlin is the Building Lots 
Management.  This tool is a database provided by 
the Berlin City Government of lots deemed vacant 
or underutilized lots or entire building areas.  Urban 
Pioneers suggests it as an apparatus for encouraging 
temporary use and subsequent development. 
Plots are said to be available for construction 
either immediately or within the near future.  The 
lots are believed to be suitable for redevelopment 
as residential, retail, commercial, or production 
enterprises.  The legal authority for the service stems 
from The Federal Building code which states in 
Section 200.3 of the 2009 article 4 amendment: “The 
local authority can register in maps or lists those sites 
which will be available for construction immediately 
or in the foreseeable future. This shall be based on 
a planning map showing lot numbers, street names, 
and details of the size of the plots of land” (“Building 
Lot Management”). It is entitled to publish the sites 
in maps or lists, as long as the owners of the plots of 
land raise no objection. The local authority shall give 
public notice of its intention to publish one month in 
advance, drawing attention to the right of real-estate 
owners to object” (“Building Lot Management”). 
Building Lot Management is said to have been set 
up with the best data available at the time and last 
updated on October 31, 2011.   Each site in the map-
based database contains “site and size of building 
land, number of lot, possible use, city map, photos 
of surroundings and information about planning 
law. Direct contact with the local administration in 
charge in the borough is offered to you through a 













Possible Use Area My Description
My Picture Nos.
010628_01 light yellow 10,149 1,528 no yes Core Area M 240, 241, 242, 243
010628_02 light yellow 10,149 8,621 no yes Core Area M 240, 241, 242, 243
010089 dark purple 610 610 no yes Mixed Use Area M 246, 247, 248
010087_02 light yellow 2,753 758 no yes Mixed Use Area M 246, 247, 248
010081_01 light yellow 2,753 1,995 no yes Mixed Use Area M 246, 247, 248
010086_01 light yellow 15,371 7,631 no yes Residential Area, high density M 246, 247, 248
010086_02 light yellow 15,371 840 no yes Residential Area, high density M 246, 247, 248
010086_03 light yellow 15,371 6,900 no yes Residential Area, high density M 246, 247, 248
010236 dark purple 625 625 no yes Mixed Use Area M 246, 247, 248
010235 dark purple 986 986 no yes Mixed Use Area M 246, 247, 248
010234 dark purple 988 988 no yes Mixed Use Area M 246, 247, 248
010006 dark purple 308 308 no yes Mixed Use Area M 250
010169 dark purple 412 412 no yes Mixed Use Area M 250
010007 dark purple 542 542 no yes Mixed Use Area M 250
010231 light purple 405 405 no yes Residential Area, high density M 251, 252, 253
010232 light purple 1,213 1,213 no yes Mixed Use Area M 251, 252, 253
010653 dark purple 1,739 1,739 no yes Mixed Use Area M Jet-Car used car dealership; sign and a bunch of cars; no structures 255
010661_01 dark yellow 1,442 689 no yes Mixed Use Area M Current parking lot; construction sign indicating future construction, but nothing yet;  flat lot devoid of buildings 256, 257
010081_01 light yellow 6,172 284 no yes Mixed Use Area M Large parking lot that assumedly serves surrounding residential none weirdly
010081_05 light yellow 6,172 799 no yes Mixed Use Area M Fast food stand with area of picnic table seating none weirdly
010104 light purple 594 594 no yes Mixed Use Area M some construction taking place; no sign; nothing acutally built yet none weirdly
010105 light purple 469 469 no yes Mixed Use Area M presently a parking lot none weirdly
010251 dark purple 0 7,187 no yes Core Area M none weirdly
010663 dark purple 2,965 2,965 no yes Core Area M none weirdly
020143 light purple 911 911 no yes Residential Area, high density K Busy gas station; not many other gas stations in area 265, 266
020184 light purple 850 3,549 yes no Mixed Use Area K Front yard for a residential building in residential area; not fully fenced; accessible to the public; strange that residential lot is the only owned by Berlin 288, 289, 290
020153 light purple 376 376 no yes Residential Area, high density K Home of Machule - trucks, repairs, general industry; parking lot primarily with some small structures; in a residential area 281 - 287
020202 dark purple 416 416 no yes Residential Area, high density K Fenced off with an opaque fence; seems fairly inaccessible; several large trees; residential on either side 264
020145 light puple 2,842 2,842 no yes Mixed Use Area K Georg Franz and Brose; a design and fabrication firm with some production on premises 262, 263
020157 dark purple 634 634 no yes Residential Area, high density K Some small structures; fenced off; mostly being used for the storage of a large quantity of garden supplies, but there were no garden beds in sight 278, 279, 280
010680 dark purple 676 676 no yes Residential Area, high density M 274, 275, 276, 277
010677 dark purple 311 311 no yes Residential Area, high density M 274, 275, 276, 277
010539 dark purple 448 448 no yes Residential Area, high density M 274, 275, 276, 277
010685 dark purple 522 522 no yes Residential Area, high density M 274, 275, 276, 277
010686 dark purple 493 493 no yes Residential Area, high density M 274, 275, 276, 277
010687 dark purple 495 495 no yes Residential Area, high density M 274, 275, 276, 277
020164 dark purple 971 971 no yes Mixed Use Area K none
020163 dark purple 1,351 1,351 no yes Mixed Use Area K none
020162 dark purple 486 486 no yes Mixed Use Area K none
020161 dark purple 676 676 no yes Mixed Use Area K none
020001 light purple 422 422 no yes Residential Area, high density F Residential on one side with a street and on street parking on the other side; quite small lot none
020076 dark purple 890 890 no yes Residential Area, high density F Wood fenced with graffitti; hard to see into; trees; appears that it could be used by near-by residences, but not open to the public 224, 225
020104 light purple 1,470 1,470 no yes Residential Area, high density F Seating, signs, trash, and look that people had been using this area to congregate; chain link fenced; possibly accessed through residential complex beside it 203, 204
020117_03 light yellow 4,957 1,049 no yes Residential Area, high density F 207, 208
020117_02 light yellow 4,957 341 no yes Residential Area, high density F 207, 208
020117_01 light yellow 4,957 344 no yes Residential Area, high density F 207, 208
020072 dark purple 672 672 no yes Residential Area, high density F Lots of trees with plenty of shade; a series of picnic tables have been set up making this an informal gathering place none
020014 light purple 779 779 no yes Mixed Use Area F Some parking; mostly being used as a garden; a small fence, but pretty easily accessible if you're adament about it none
020015 light purple 525 525 no yes Residential Area, high density F 222, 223
020016 light purple 521 521 no yes Residential Area, high density F 222, 223
020009 light purple 954 954 no yes Residential Area, high density F Sign for Berliner Verkserhsbetriebe, the main public transport company of Berlin; interesting then that lot is not Berlin owned or viewed as a necessary asset 218, 219, 220, 221
020123 light purple 1,002 1,002 no yes Residential Area, high density F 215, 216, 217
020124 light purple 747 747 no yes Residential Area, high density F 215, 216, 217
020125 light purple 1,042 1,042 no yes Residential Area, high density F 215, 216, 217
020067 light purple 747 747 no yes Residential Area, high density F 215, 216, 217
020068 light purple 1,060 1,060 no yes Residential Area, high density F 215, 216, 217
New constrution of student housing is occuring!  Seems to be a rehab of current buildings; weird that only one lot is supposed to have mixed used when 
they both have the same amount of street frontage
currently a car dealership; primarily a parking lot, but a two story building has gone up in the last year
delipidated multi story housing; area with self-made housing that it appears people either are still living in or lived in during the warmer months; incredibly 
intricate use of found materials as building supplies; all together, an incredibly large swath of land
large tract of land with some fencing, but many entrances; several worn paths; witnessed several people using it as a dog park or to hang out; interesting that 
the delipidated buildings next to it were also not included in the database; new office/residential mixed used construction to east
Strangely feels more like the front yard of the residential building than an appropriate place for infill of more development
Used car dealer on the lot complete with signage of website and telephone number; mostly parking with a small one story structure
Some remaints of structures that are being used as garages; primarily a parking lot
parking lot assumedly for surrounding residential; lots of on-street parking exists on this dead-end street
Large area; fenced off with a mesh wire fence, but there were gaps in the fence where it seems people have entered; lots of trash and bottles; Some trees, 
primarily flat; in a residential area
currently home to LichtPark - a beach bar/club 
figure 5. Table of building lots management comparisons, January 2014
source: “Building Lots Management” + Author’s own observations
Legend
Category
-vacant lot // dark purple 
(No building currently on site; 
identical with land register plot 
or sub-plot)
-under-used  lot // light 
purple (Additional construction 
possible; identical with land 
register plot or sub-plot)
-vacant potential area // 
dark yellow (Areas with no 
construction, consisting of 
several land register plots 
or sub-plots; building only 
possible as part of an overall 
proposal) 
-under-used potential area 
// light yellow (Area on which 
additional construction is 
possible, consisting of several 
land register plots and sub-
plots; building only possible as 
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million Euros in 2007 is presently valued at 12-16 
million Euros.  In response to a question about how it 
sees its role in the neighborhood, RAW views the high 
proportion of young families in the neighborhood (a 
result of the influx of a few years ago now starting 
families of their own) as being in need of the cultural, 
educational, leisure, and recreational uses that RAW 
and other users in the area like the indoor skate park 
and climbing cone already provide.  “Therefore, the 
district government supports a development that 
anchors the pioneer users in the long term.”  RAW 
sees the city of Berlin as having failed in the past 
decade to act in a socially responsible way in terms 
of housing policy and rent levels.  Thus, the demand 
for housing is high and RAW is aware of many who 
would like to see residential on the site.  “The loss of 
this open space would reduce the attractiveness of 
the district as well as a drastic reduction in leisure 
and cultural activities for children and adults.  We 
will try our utmost to ensure our stay, but currently 
it is not clear whether this succeeds and how 
further development will be designed. Our financial 
and human resources possibilities are now quite 
exhausted” (Schütt).  RAW has been a part of the 
temporary uses in the neighborhood that have been 
City authority here took an active and political role 
in specifically vying for this temporary use. One 
unforeseen problem was that during the process, 
the staff changed due to elections and forms leading 
to disagreement about interpretations and informal 
agreements outside of the contract.  RAW exemplifies 
the role of the municipality as a guarantor and a 
mediator.
 Kristine Schütt from RAW-Tempel responded 
to my survey giving reasoning behind RAW’s decision 
to develop in this space and use of government tools 
for development.  When asked what lead to your 
decision to develop in this area, she tells the story 
of local resident and founder Carol Ludwig’s vision 
to transform the site into a parallel universe for 
art and culture.  The potential was also seen in the 
site’s location on the border of Friedrichshain and 
Kreuzberg.  There were also already many cultural 
professionals and students in the area.  The Building 
Management List was not yet in place at the time of 
the site’s development in 1999.  While it could have 
been desirable to receive institutional support for staff 
costs and rents as a socio-cultural center, this would 
have created greater constraints as dependencies 
deepened, “there was always a great desire to act as 
independently as possible and with plenty of space ” 
(Schütt).  In terms of future expectations of the area, 
RAW has been witness to the last six years in which the 
area has developed into a tourist and gastronomic 
attraction with the rise of clubs and the change of 
population in the former largely working district. 
In their mind, gentrification has already occurred. 
Nevertheless, “we hope to be able to get the terrain 
of art and socio-culture and also the studios and 
artistic production in our homes. The district is still 
very much alive and this should hopefully remain so. 
We want the site to be one of the last great Berlin 
free spaces for the future.”  New private owners took 
over the land in 2007 creating issues as the new 
owners first wanted to obtain permits to build large 
residential and commercial buildings along with a 
shopping center.  The district government rejected 
this proposal.  The new owners are now attempting 
pro-rata residential development.  RAW “would like 
to make a purchase on a pro rata basis, a foundation 
so that we can plan long-term and the grounds for 
obtaining the clearance from the speculation are 
taken out.”  However, the new owners have shown no 
desire to want to sell to RAW.  Complicating matters 
further is that the land that was purchased for 4.5 
Temporary Uses
 Within the area are several examples of 
temporary uses or more unique uses that drew 
excitement to this area in the first place.  I see these 
as being a specific part of the development cycle and 
method of internal change in the innovation/building 
cycle model within Berlin.  Examples include YAAM (a 
beach bar), Badeshift, Arena (floating pool), the area of 
converted houseboats including Club Visonaire, and 
Urban Spree.  One interesting example of temporary 
use is RAW Temple, a temporary use of a disused 
railway area in private use with help from the Berlin 
municipality.  Here the municipality plays the role of 
a guarantor for the site owner on behalf of the owner 
and the temporary user.  “Without the proactive 
role and the engagement of the district authority 
no temporary use would have been possible.  The 
municipality took on the responsibility for health and 
safety and damage liability, and guaranteed regular 
payments of the agreed rents through a contractual 
and therefore legally binding agreement.  However, 
apart from the additional administrative efforts, no 
costs occurred for the municipality since all of these 
responsibilities were passed on to the temporary 
users in a sub-contractual agreement” (SUC). The 
was not included in the database like 
a lot of other businesses of similar site 
plan were.  This choice perhaps shows 
Berlin’s value of gardening outlets over 
car dealerships and the like even though 
the actual density and built structure of 
these operations might be similar.
The presence of these lots of vacancy and areas 
prime for redevelopment within the central city 
aligns with Whitehand’s model’s predictions.  While 
there was some degree of what could be deemed 
a fringe-belt in the spaces that coincide with the 
former wall zone, many of the lots deemed vacant 
were scattered throughout the neighborhood, again 
in keeping with the model.  The mere existence of the 
tool shows Berlin’s desire to control and push forward 
the development cycle as opposed to letting market 
forces play out.  While all of the proposed intentions 
for the sites jumped straight to permanent uses, 
some of the included lots were already temporary 
uses indicating somewhat of an acknowledgement 
of the role of temporary use within the development 
cycle.
figure 14.RAW-Tempel figure 15.Temporary Circus Schoo
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part of Copenhagen’s cityscape and legacy for 150 
years.  While the company headquarters still remain 
in the Carlsberg district, the actual breweries have 
relocated elsewhere creating a vast swath of space 
for a new neighborhood to develop.  Carlsberg put 
forth a new, innovative master plan for the space 
in 2007 with construction starting in 2013 and 
continuing for another fifteen to twenty years.
 Copenhagen is different from other European 
cities like London or Paris in its lack of well-known and 
distinguishable landmarks or skyline.  In this way, it is 
more akin to Berlin.  As one architecture writer states, 
“If I ask a random foreigner to tell me the first thing that 
springs to her mind about Copenhagen architecture, 
she is likely to go blank. There is no Eiffel Tower in 
Copenhagen, no Guggenheim Museum and no Big 
Ben to represent the city. Instead, Copenhagen has 
achieved architectural fame through its livability” 
(Østergaard).
 Carlsberg has the challenge of reshaping a 
previously developed site with a pre-set context 
as well as constraints.  In an inspired touch, the 
masterplan utilizes the existing underground lager 
cellers for brewing as the guidelines for the above 
ground street layout.  ““Here was a plan that was 
not strictly rational”, the masterplan states, “...A plan 
that was not beautiful in any classical sense. A plan 
that included unpredictable lines that one architect 
or one office could never have created. Therein lay 
its beauty.”” (Østergaard).  However, much like the 
majority of the literature on vacant space, the plan 
recognizes that not everything can be planned and 
that there is value in this paradox that allows planners 
“to nurture this wildness”.  
 Carlsberg also sees a value in the spaces of 
pause of ellipses of the built environment stating 
“The central tenet of Carlsberg City is that the 
spaces between the buildings are primary to the 
buildings themselves. While aestheticism is also 
acknowledged in the project, the goal is to make 
habitable and vibrant spaces before thinking about 
beautiful buildings.” (Østergaard).
 Much like Berlin has relied on its status as 
a creative city to lure in migrants and investment, 
Carlsberg is relying heavily on creative industry 
promotion. “ “We cannot forge a local identity”, says 
Mads Byder, founder of Urban Help Inc. and “city 
life strategist” for Carlsberg City. “...what we can 
do is invite others to come here and then let them 
define the place. To artists and so-called ‘bohêmes’ 
fall into this need for flexibility that allows for a better 
land use without undermining the entire legitimacy 
of the plan.  Through incorporating these methods, 
Berlin is showing a desire to include temporary use 
within the development cycle.
Permanent Uses
 Several more permanent uses have moved 
into the area in recent years including O2 World, 
Mercedes, MTV, Coca-Cola, and Universal.  A lot 
of this development was part of the controversial 
Media Spree.  The large massed multi-story buildings 
block the waterfront providing unclear delineations 
of public versus private space.  O2 World comes with 
a large parking lot.
 Several examples of new construction are 
going up in the area at present and were observed 
and documented during my site visits.  Most of these 
are fully residential with some examples of mixed 
use.  Several of the clubs have been displaced from 
the area.  Some of that just comes from simply the 
new cool club cannot stay cool for long, but there 
is also an element of being taken over by these 
other uses.  It is within these permanent uses that 
the gentrification of the area previously discussed 
is most relevant as these buildings are helping to 
raise rents of surrounding residential areas and draw 
more and more of a higher income set into the area. 
On a positive note, they are surely bringing more 
revenue to the City of Berlin than previously vacant 
land or low-earning temporary uses.  Finally, this new 
construction within Friedrichshain and Kreuzberg 
most certainly supports Whitehand’s development 
cycle model over Burgess’ additive model.
Point of Comparison
 While there are thousands of examples of 
development cycles since pretty much any city 
in the world is not perpetually static in nature, the 
following small case studies was picked because 
it shared a point of similarity with Berlin and was 
seen as alternative way that these neighborhoods 
could handle development.  Certainly any other city 
or neighborhood could serve as an example, but 
the aim is that this quick point of comparison will 
strengthen the power of the deeper investigation 
into Berlin’s neighborhoods.
Copenhagen’s Carlsberg District
 The Carlsberg Breweries were an integral 
ownership.  A public institution may be put in charge 
of the asset.  In a maintenance contract, a temporary 
user might pay all maintenance fees in exchange 
for free use of the site.  Public agents might put up 
liability as they did with RAW.  Berlin might allow 
tolerance in its building code or grant an exceptional 
license for otherwise restricted areas on a temporary 
basis.  “A legal system is supposed to create 
legitimacy, stability, certainty and transparency 
over the long term – tensions when development is 
interrupted or pursue a trajectory different from that 
envisioned by planners” (SUC).  Here the legal system 
must find ways to balance flexibility vs. legitimacy 
with plans and codes.  Without the knowledge 
that plans will be strictly enforced by a legitimate 
authority, development would never occur at high 
levels as developers would fear changes to the plan 
that could make their construction non-financially 
viable.  In a larger sense, a government also needs 
strict enforcement of its zoning and building codes 
to support its overall authority.  There must also 
though be flexibility in the plan to allow for uses that 
were not thought of before in future situations that 
can never explicitly be predicted.  Temporary uses 
supported by the government and lead to a desire 
for more development in the area in the form of 
residential and other permanent uses.  Its status now 
though is unclear.  It has a desire to remain in the 
area, but the development cycle is actively pushing 
it out to be replaced my more long-term uses.
 As shown with RAW, temporary uses often 
require a tricky sorting out in order to work legally. 
Transitory uses are not yet a large part of legal 
regulations or debate throughout Europe.  “Within 
the area of planning rights in a closer sense, i.e. within 
the legally binding detailed land use plans, the topic 
of temporal limitation and transitory uses has not 
yet been worked out in reference to its instruments” 
(SUC).  Berlin makes some efforts to address these 
issues in its Urban Pioneers book.  In a temporary 
use contract, the landlord suspends normal terms 
of notice to incredibly brief terms.  Notice might be 
immediately served on the sale of the property.  Short 
leasehold and notice agreements can often lessen a 
project’s chance of acquiring funds as a result of the 
way many financing options are structured.  Another 
option is relinquishment where the lot is relinquished 
to owners free of charge without altering the terms of 
figure 16. Clockwise from far left: new construction, Universal Music, O2 World
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seen as prime for development exist throughout the 
cityscape as areas of internal change.  Figure 18 shows 
a more zoomed in map of the area of study with 
all of the lots analyzed in the database in Figure 5. 
While these lots are seen to sometimes cluster, there 
is also a scattering throughout the neighborhoods. 
Figure 19 shows an even more zoomed in map of 
the direct border of the two neighborhoods with 
the addition of my noting of recent large permanant 
uses and still existing temporary uses in the area. 
The permanent areas in orange include both 
buildings that are currently under construction as 
well as buildings completed within the last decade 
or so like the O2 World Sports Arena or elements 
of Media Spree.  The red areas are those that I 
found through my site visits that I considered to 
also be vacant although they were not listed in the 
Building Lot Managnement database.  I have found 
a need to also add to the develoment cycle model a 
possibility of temporary use as well as the possibility 
of a government specifically orchestrating and 
planning the cycle.  Temporary uses still existing in 
the area of Figure 19 can be found in green.  These 
include clubs and beach bars as well as more unique 
uses like circus schools, RAW - Temple, and Global 
Revolution (a vacant area that was being utilized by a 
protest group as a campground and area in which to 
express their ideas).  Even within this small area, the 
progression from vacant to temporary to permanent 
is in progress.  The new construction in particular 
discredits Burgess’ model for this neighborhood 
as growth is not simply additive but also occuring 
internally.  These observations more fully support 
Whitehand’s model.
 Also missing from this model beyond just 
building booms is the presence of a major event 
that results in large swaths of vacant space as has 
happened in the neighborhoods of study.  I have 
found though (as seen in Figures 18 and 19) that 
these large swaths of vacant space proceed much 
in the same way as any other development cycle - 
there are periods of vacancy, periods where some 
pioneers move into the area, and periods of building 
boom where large periods of construction occur. 
This leads to a neighborhood that is never static, but 
always in flux where the old and the new live in both 
competition and harmony with one another.  The 
context of the vacant space in these neighborhoods 
and how they became that way leads to specific 
temporary uses that are truly an integral part of the 
in general, the rough character of the premises here 
is highly attractive. We set up very good conditions 
for them – low rent etc. – and they come, knowing 
they are part of something greater, of defining this 
new part of Copenhagen.” “ (Østergaard).  Some have 
expressed concerns about what happens to these 
bohêmes after the next wave moves in.  Carlsberg 
seems to be explicitly planning for gentrification.  It 
is too early to state if being open about specifically 
planning for this process and the pioneers important, 
but temporary role in the process will allow for better 
outcomes.
 Carlsberg is also fitting with the predictions 
of Whitehand’s model.  It also, like Berlin, includes 
temporary use within the development cycle and 
a government that is specifically orchestrating the 
process.  While it is impossible to change the past, 
Berlin could learn from Carlsberg to be more open 
about the progression that takes place when one 
revitalizes an area and to be incredibly explicit 
about the fleeting purpose that temporary users are 
expected to serve.  Another takeaway is the specific 
recognition that it may be impossible to plan the 
unplanned, but allowing for the possibility of these 
unscripted moments. 
Assessing these Neighborhoods with the 
Development Cycles Framework
 The previous sections of finding aimed to 
better understand the nature of vacant space as well 
as particularly looking at how a municipality might 
support these spaces or encourage the development 
of them.  In order to connect these findings to a 
particular theory, spatial models of development 
cycles were applied to the work on vacant space 
in order to understand the larger process of city 
change.  The work of this research finds that Burgess’ 
additive model is indeed too simple to apply to Berlin 
and the specific neighborhoods of Friedrichshain 
and Kreuzberg.  Instead, the overriding principle and 
prediction of internal change within Whitehand’s 
innovation/building cycles model is supported in 
that certain areas are vacant or disused at any one 
time and then redeveloped as market forces and 
other circumstances dictate.  Figure 17 shows nearly 
the entire city of Berlin with all of the lots indicated 
by the Building Lot Management as vacant or under-
utilized.  It is clear from this map, that instead of 
simply expanding outwards from the city’s core, 





































































a negative tone in describing vacancies.  I do not 
feel that Berlin sees these transformations as part 
of a cycle in the way that Whitehand has described 
with a natural turnover and transformation, but is 
instead specifically using these temporary uses as a 
tool to attract more highly-regarded and revenue-
generating permanent development without much 
regard to what happens to these temporary users. 
given to what should be done to support and 
keep them when they bring inevitable permanent 
development.  There is also a fair amount of rhetoric 
about the value of these vacant spaces and places 
of pause and an understanding of their importance 
for those in the margins from the literature, but the 
actual polices do not mention or talk about them 
in an effort to maintain and even sometimes take 
more simplistic additive model.
 Whitehand had ended his piece with a 
statement of the importance of allowing this cycle 
to take place: This does not mean that the urban 
landscape should be carefully preserved like an 
object in a museum or an art gallery. Except in 
special cases, preservation is neither practicable 
nor desirable. Each generation has its own needs. 
The question is how to serve those needs and allow 
future generations to reap the rich harvest handed 
down to them”  (16).  While the city is never a 
complete object static in nature like a museum piece 
on display, the study of these neighborhoods points 
to a need to balance that which has come before with 
that which exists now in a way that I feel Whitehand 
ignores.   While the policies of Berlin that I have 
discussed provide ways in which temporary uses can 
be brought into vacant spaces, there is no attention 
development cycle within these neighborhoods. 
They are then informing the spirit and nature of the 
more permanent uses.  This is shown in the desire 
for corporate uses that focus on design and media 
in a continuation of the populace that the temporary 
uses had originally attracted.  The subsequent uses 
become path-dependent and always reliant upon 
their previous forms to either complement or directly 
oppose.  Additionally, it is not just these more “fringe 
areas” (or in the case of the study area - the former 
Wall zones) that are seeing this transformative 
process.  The example of the Warshauer Strasse 
Redevelopment area shows the same process within 
the former core area that had fallen into disuse and 
reemerged as the new center again with the thriving 
and popular Simon-Doch-Strasse.  Again, this fits 
within the framework and predictions of the spatial 
model that Whitehand has described and rejects the 
figure 18. Map of study area indicating listing in BLM database
1000M500M0M source: “Building Lots Management”
N
source: “Building Lots Management” + Author’s own observations
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1 // YAAM   10 // New Housing 19 // BLM Lot 020123 +020124 + 020125 + 020067 + 020068
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people that the vacant spaces and temporary uses 
are providing.  There are several ways in which to 
accomplish this.  One is to find ways for temporary 
users to continue to exist on site with permanent 
users through leases and permits that benefit both. 
Another approach is to learn from the example of 
Copenhagen’s Carlsberg district and be more upfront 
from the onset that these temporary users are only 
here for a brief amount of time before the city fully 
expects them to be replaced and moved out.  While 
the word temporary, obviously implies a fleeting 
period of time, it would be better for Berlin to be more 
explicit about its intentions with these users rather 
than its current means of luring them without any 
real indication of how little they may be supported 
and how quickly they may be discarded once they 
bring in the more-valued revenue generating uses. 
Berlin’s Friedrichshain and Kreuzberg have shown 
that Whitehand’s development model is not entirely 
dependent upon building booms, but can be directly 
orchestrated by planners.  There is still certainly a 
degree of difficulty in planning for such deliberately 
unplanned activities like temporary use or the role of 
the margins in vacant space, but it is now the role of 
planners to at least ensure that this process proceeds 
in a way that is beneficial and fair to all players.
Lastly as an implication, as a lot of cities re-evaluate 
decisions of their pasts and elect to remove large 
pieces of infrastructure like freeways, large areas 
open up within central urban environments. While 
the decision to remove these elements may seem 
clear, what to do with the resulting void may be less 
obvious. These researches provides a precedent of 
an attempt to infill these kinds of spaces and push a 
development cycle forward. Planners can learn from 
the successes and failures of this case and determine 
if similar approaches may be applicable within their 
own planning contexts particularly with the idea of 
using temporary use to encourage development. 
With the knowledge of how to appropriately 
redevelop these areas and examples of success, 
perhaps it will make planners’ jobs easier when it 
comes to finding the support needed in order to 
dismantle the infrastructure in the first place. 
While Berlin has a well-established open space 
network, it also fails to see the value of these vacant 
places of pause within the urban fabric and seeks to 
develop them or remove less desirable uses (like the 
car lots or warehouses indicated in my survey of the 
spaces) in contrast to a lot of the rhetoric presented 
within my literature review.  
 My more thorough view of the development 
cycle framework would take Whitehand’s appropriate 
viewpoint of the spatial turnover of these spaces 
and combine it with an understanding of the role 
that planners and government officials can take to 
tweak the development cycle for the betterment of 
some of its users as well as an acknowledgement 
of the possibility for a period of temporary use as 
an integral part of the innovation/building-cycles 
model.  This new viewpoint would look not just at the 
inevitable turnover of space, but provide a means for 
supporting a more fair and equitable development 
cycle for the vacant and temporary players.
Planning Implications
 Although this research started out as an 
exploration of vacant space, it has turned into a story 
of development and the role of temporary use in 
the transition from vacant to developed lots. While 
Berlin certainly has more vacant space than its peers, 
the cycle of development is happening to finally 
infill those lots that many thought would experience 
rapid growth right at the fall of the wall. The largest 
implication for planners from this study may be to 
learn from the success that Berlin has had in jump-
starting development in vacant areas through 
temporary uses and its tools of the Building Lot 
Management System and acting as a guarantor and 
mediator to ensure the viability and attractiveness of 
temporary users.  However, planners must use these 
tools in combination with tools that allow for the 
temporary user to be appropriately compensated and 
appreciated for its contribution to a neighborhood’s 
revitalization as well as a recognition that planning 
for unplanned vacant spaces can have positive 
effects for a city’s built environment and its people. 
A city hard on finances like Berlin might be tempted 
to rely on rhetoric to bring temporary and vacant 
uses into an area and then immediately discard of 
them the moment a more permanent use moves in, 
but there needs to be a balance between the need 
to gain revenue from more permanent uses with 
the positive things for the built environment and 
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